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As  in  1979  (1)  and  1982  (2),  the  State  Center  for 
Health  Statistics  has  undertaken  analysis  of  race-specific 
socicdemographic,  natality,  mortality,  and  morbidity 
data  focusing  on  the  relative  status  of  the  state's  American 
Indian  residents.  In  addition  to  this  report,  which  pur- 
ports to  highlight  findings  for  the  information  of  other 
researchers  interested  in  the  health  status  of  N.C.  race 
groups,  additional  data  for  20  counties  (those  having  300 
or  more  Indian  residents  in  1980)  have  been  provided  to 
the  Commission  of  Indian  Affairs. 

In  past  projects  for  the  Commission,  existing  data  were 
heavily  utilized,  one  result  being  that  we  were  unable  to 
study  infant  mortality  in  relation  to  underlying  infant  and 
maternal  characteristics.  In  the  current  effort,  we  have 
concentrated  our  efforts  in  the  utilization  of  the  linked 
infant  death  and  birth  records  in  order  to  study  outcomes 
for  various  subgroups  of  the  1979-83  birth  cohort.  Thus, 
some  of  the  material  in  this  report  represents  entirely  new 
information  relative  to  infant  health  among  the  state's 
Indian  population. 

As  discussed  at  length  in  the  previous  report  (2),  race- 
identity  patterns  appear  to  have  changed  significantly  dur- 
ing the  1970s  and  to  have  affected  dissimilarly  the  numer- 
ators (births,  deaths,  etc.)  and  denominators  (population 
counts)  of  vital  statistics  rates.  Hence,  population-based 
rates  for  Indians  are  not  reliable  and  hence  are  not  utilized 
in  this  report. 


In  most  of  the  tables  of  this  report,  data  are  shown 
separately  for  reservation  and  nonreservation  Indians;  the 
former  are  comprised  of  Indians  residing  in  Graham, 
Jackson,  and  Swain  counties.  Due  to  the  statistical  prob- 
lem of  small  numbers  of  events,  many  of  the  rates — 
particularly  single-year  rates  for  Indians — may  be  asso- 
ciated with  large  random  errors. 


POPULATION  CHARACTERISTICS 

At  the  time  of  the  1980  Census,  residents  reporting 
race  as  American  Indian  numbered  64,536  and  accounted 
for  1.1%  of  the  total  N.C.  population.  Fifty-five  percent 
lived  in  Robeson  County  and  accounted  for  35%  of  that 
county's  population.  Another  8.2%  lived  in  the  Cherokee 
Reservation  counties  of  Graham,  Jackson  and  Swain. 
Other  counties  with  sizable  Indian  populations  include 
Columbus,  Cumberland,  Hoke,  Jackson,  and  Scotland. 
(2) 

For  the  purposes  of  this  report,  health  indicators  from 
the  1980  Census  (3-5)  have  been  grouped  according  to 
the  nature  of  the  sociodemographic  characteristic 
reported.  In  some  cases,  the  Census  has  reported  data  for 
American  Indians,  Eskimos,  and  Aleuts  as  a  group,  but  as 
shown  in  Table  1 ,  the  number  of  Eskimos  and  Aleuts  is 
extremely  small,  accounting  for  less  than  0.2%  of  the 
combined  group. 


In  the  indicators  of  Table  2,  "own  children"  refers  to 
sons  and  daughters,  including  stepchildren  and  adopted 
children,  of  the  householder  who  are  single  (never  mar- 
ried) and  under  18  years  of  age.  The  following  statements 
summarize  the  several  groups  of  1980  Census  indicators, 
arranged  alphabetically: 

Demographics  —  American  Indians  residing  in  N.C.  in 
1980  were  more  apt  than  their  black  or  white  counter- 
parts to  be  young  and  male,  and  they  were  far  more  likely 
to  live  in  rural  areas. 

Economics  —  Earnings  and  income  levels  of  Indian  resi- 
dents were  well  below  those  of  whites  but  about  the  same 
as  those  of  blacks  except  that  Indians  in  female-headed 
families  were  slightly  more  likely  than  their  black  coun- 
terparts to  live  in  poverty.  On  the  other  hand,  among 
families  and  unrelated  individuals  below  poverty  in  1979, 
median  income  levels  were  higher  for  Indians  than  for 
either  whites  or  blacks  even  though  Indians  were  less 
likely  than  blacks  to  receive  public  assistance  income. 
Among  whites  below  poverty,  the  low  percentage  receiv- 
ing public  assistance  income  would  reflect,  to  some 
extent,  the  older  age  of  the  white  population;  more  whites 
than  others  were  recipients  of  social  security  income. 

Education  —  Indians,  and  particularly  males,  were  less 
well  educated  than  blacks  and  whites. 

Family  Structure  —  Indian  families  were  more  likely 
than  white  families  but  less  likely  than  black  families  to  be 
headed  by  a  female;  they  were  more  apt  than  either  white 
or  black  families  to  include  children,  two-thirds  of  whom 
lived  in  married-couple  families.  On  the  average,  Indian 
families  were  larger  than  black  families  and  much  larger 
than  white  families. 

Fertility  —  In  terms  of  children  ever  born,  Indian  fertility 
was  greater  than  that  of  white  and  black  women. 

Housing  —  While  overcrowding  appeared  more  fre- 
quent among  Indians,  lack  of  complete  plumbing  was  less 
a  problem  of  Indians  than  of  blacks.  Indians  were  also 
more  likely  than  blacks  to  own  their  homes  and  at  a 
slightly  higher  median  value. 

Labor  Force  Participation  —  Blacks,  whites  and  Indians 
were  about  equally  likely  to  be  in  the  labor  force  though 
Indian  wives  were  some  less  likely  than  black  wives  to 
have  worked.  Among  women  heads  of  household  16  and 
over  with  children  under  6,  blacks  and  Indians  were  less 
likely  than  whites  to  work.  Compared  to  both  blacks  and 
whites,  Indian  workers  were  younger  and  less  well 
educated. 


Compared  to  whites,  Indians  and  blacks  were  about  half 
as  likely  to  work  in  traditional  "white  collar"  occupa- 
tions. Blacks  more  than  whites  and  Indians  more  than 
blacks  worked  in  manufacturing  and  related  occupations 
and  in  farming,  forestry  and  fishing.  Indians  were  less 
likely  than  blacks  to  work  in  "service"  jobs  while  Indians 
and  blacks  worked  for  some  level  of  government  more 
often  than  whites. 

Marital  Status  —  Less  than  whites  but  more  than  blacks, 
Indian  females  1 5  and  older  were  likely  to  be  married  and 
living  with  their  husbands.  They  were  less  likely  to  be 
widowed,  about  equally  likely  as  others  to  be  divorced 
and  some  less  likely  than  whites  to  have  married  more 
than  once. 

(Note:  For  17  counties  having  400  or  more  Indian  resi- 
dents in  1980,  selected  sociodemographic  and  housing 
data  for  Indians  are  available  in  census  publications  (3,4). 
Those  counties  are:  Columbus,  Cumberland,  Forsyth, 
Guilford,  Halifax,  Harnett,  Hoke,  Jackson,  Mecklenburg, 
Onslow,  Richmond,  Robeson,  Sampson,  Scotland, 
Swain,  Wake,  and  Warren.) 


NATALITY  AND  INFANT  MORTALITY 

The  following  explanations  apply  to  the  data  of  Tables 
3-14: 

Race  —  Since  this  report  uses  matched  birth  and  infant 
death  records  (except  in  Table  9),  data  will  reflect  infant's 
race  at  birth  and  not  as  listed  on  the  death  certificate. 

In  past  reports  ( 1 ,2 ),  we  have  noted  discrepancies  between 
race  at  birth  and  race  at  death,  usually  in  the  direction  of 
some  infants  being  counted  Indian  at  birth  but  white  at 
death.  Race  at  death  is  that  recorded  by  the  funeral 
director. 

Births  Under  2500  Grams  —  Definition  of  prematurity 
recommended  by  the  World  Health  Organization,  1950. 

Mothers  With  Risk  Factor(sJ  —  Mothers  in  the  follow- 
ing categories:  age  below  18  or  above  34,  education  under 
9  or  9-1 1  years,  unmarried  legal  status,  parity  greater  than 
3,  history  of  a  prior  fetal  death  or  death  of  a  liveborn. 

Mothers  With  Inadequate  Prenatal  Care  —  Based  on  an 
index  developed  by  Kessner  (6)  that  takes  into  account 
month  of  first  visit,  number  of  visits  and  gestational  age  at 
delivery. 


Fetal  Death  Rate  —  Fetal  deaths  (stillbirths)  per  1,000 
deliveries  (live  births  plus  fetal  deaths). 

Neonatal  Death  Rate  —  Deaths  under  28  days  per  1 ,000 
live  births. 

Postneonatal  Death  Rate  —  Deaths  28  days  to  1  year  per 
1,000  neonatal  survivors  (live  births  minus  neonatal 
deaths).  Data  cover  only  the  four  birth  years  1979-1982 
because  1984  postneonatal  deaths  among  the  1983  birth 
cohort  are  not  yet  complete. 

Infant  Death  Rate  —  Deaths  under  1  year  per  1 ,000  live 
births.  For  the  reason  cited  above  for  postneonatal 
deaths,  infant  death  rates  cover  only  the  four  birth  years 
1979-1982. 

Percent  Change  —  A  "p-value"  given  in  parentheses  in 
Tables  10-14  indicates  the  level  at  which  the  difference 
between  the  beginning  and  ending  rates  is  statistically 
significant,  i.e.,  the  chances  that  the  measured  difference 
does  not  represent  a  "true"  difference  are  less  than  5  m 
100  (p  <.05)  or  1  in  100  (p  <.01).  The  absence  of  a 
p-value  indicates  that  the  difference  is  not  statistically 
significant  even  though  the  absolute  difference  in  rates 
may  be  large.  This  circumstance  occurs  when  the  numbers 
of  events  are  not  sufficiently  large  to  support  findings  for  a 
"true"  difference. 


Birth  Characteristics  and  Infant  Outcome 

Separately  for  blacks,  whites,  and  American  Indians, 
Tables  3-6  show  annual  numbers  and  multi-year  numbers 
and  rates  for  categories  of  live  births  and  fetal,  neonatal, 
and  postneonatal  deaths.  As  shown  by  the  1979-83  per- 
centages of  Table  3,  Indians  were  more  likely  than  whites 
but  less  likely  than  blacks  to  have  a  low-weight  infant,  to 
be  of  low  maternal  age  (under  18),  or  to  give  birth  out  of 
wedlock;  these  differences  are  all  statistically  significant  at 
p  <.01.  However,  Indian  mothers  were  more  likely  than 
either  black  or  white  mothers  to  be  poorly  educated 
(p<.01 )  and  more  likely  than  white  mothers  to  be  of  high 
parity  or  to  have  had  one  or  more  previous  liveborn 
infants  to  die  (p  <.01 ).  Taken  as  a  whole,  maternal  risk 
factors  were  present  among  70%  of  Indian  mothers  versus 
44%  of  white  mothers  and  73%  of  black  mothers.  Each  of 
these  differences  is  statistically  significant  at  p  <.01. 

Comparing  the  1979-83  fetal  death  rates  of  Table  4,  the 
Indian  rate  is  found  to  be  significantly  higher  than  the  rate 
for  whites  (p  <.05)  and  significantly  lower  than  the  rate 
for  blacks  (p  <.01).  At  mature  weights  (2500-1-  grams), 
however,  the  Indian  rate  was  significantly  higher  than 
either  the  white  or  black  rate  (p  <.05).  For  the  several 


maternal  characteristics  examined,  the  Indian  fetal  death 
rate  was  significantly  higher  than  the  corresponding  white 
rate  for  mothers  18-34,  mothers  who  were  married,  and 
mothers  with  no  history  of  a  previous  liveborn  who  died. 
Finally,  among  mothers  with  one  or  more  risk  factors,  the 
fetal  death  rate  for  Indians  was  higher  than  that  for  whites 
but  significantly  lower  than  that  for  blacks  (p  <.05). 

Examining  the  neonatal  death  rates  of  Table  5,  the  total 
Indian  rate  is  again  found  to  be  significantly  higher  than 
the  rate  for  whites  (p  <.01 )  and  significantly  lower  than 
the  rate  for  blacks  (p  <.05).  However,  at  weights  under 
1500  grams  and  2500-1-  grams,  the  Indian  rates  exceeded 
those  of  both  whites  and  blacks,  though  not  significantly. 
The  reader  will  also  note  the  high  rate  among  white  infants 
weighing  1500-2499  grams;  that  rate  (23.9)  is  signifi- 
cantly higher  than  the  black  rate  (14.5)  at  p<.01.  Mean- 
while, among  mothers  with  one  or  more  risk  factors,  the 
neonatal  death  rate  is  found  to  be  significantly  lower  for 
Indians  than  for  blacks  (p  <.01 ). 

Finally,  from  Table  6,  the  postneonatal  death  rate  of 
Indians  is  found  to  be  particularly  excessive,  the  excess 
over  the  white  rate  being  statistically  significant  at  a  very 
high  level  (p<.001 ).  Compared  to  either  whites  or  blacks, 
an  Indian  excess  is  noted  in  all  weight  and  maternal 
categories,  and  the  Indian-white  differences  are  significant 
for  all  categories  involving  10  or  more  Indian  deaths. 
Significant  Indian-black  differences  are  also  observed 
among  mothers  under  18  and  parity  1  mothers;  the  differ- 
ence among  mature-weight  infants  barely  misses  statistical 
significance. 

To  summarize  the  data  of  Tables  3-6: 

•  Low  education  (under  9  and  9-11  years)  is  far 
more  prevalent  among  Indian  mothers  (47% )  than 
among  white  mothers  (25%)  or  black  mothers 
(36%). 

•  Comparing  levels  of  prematurity,  births  under  age 
18,  births  out  of  wedlock,  and  fetal  and  neonatal 
mortality,  Indian  rates  are  significantly  higher  than 
those  of  whites  and  significantly  lower  than  those 
of  blacks. 

•  At  mature  weights  (2500-1-  grams),  Indian  fetal 
and  neonatal  death  rates  are  higher  than  those  of 
both  blacks  and  whites;  the  fetal  death  rate  differ- 
ences are  statistically  significant. 

•  At  low  levels  of  education,  the  fetal  and  neonatal 
death  rates  of  Indians  are  more  like  those  of  whites 
than  those  of  blacks. 


Compared  to  whites,  Indian  fetal  and  neonatal 
excesses  involve  low-risk  maternal  categories  to  a 
large  extent. 

In  total  and  in  ALL  birthweight  and  maternal 
categories,  Indian  postneonatal  death  rates  are 
higher  than  those  of  both  whites  and  blacks.  Com- 
pared to  either  whites  or  blacks,  statistically  signif- 
icant Indian  excesses  occurred  among  young 
mothers  and  para  1  mothers. 


Prenatal  Care  and  Infant  Outcome 

Compared  to  white  mothers  giving  birth  during  1979- 
83  (Table  7),  Indian  mothers  were  much  less  likely  to 
have  had  adequate  care  and  far  more  likely  to  have  had 
intermediate  or  inadequate  care.  Compared  to  blacks, 
Indians  were  to  some  extent  more  likely  to  have  had 
adequate  care  with  nonreservation  Indians  being  less 
hkely  to  have  had  inadequate  care.  Inadequate  care 
appears  especially  prevalent  among  reservation  Indian 
mothers. 

For  reservation  Indians,  the  death  rates  of  Table  7  are 
based  on  small  numbers  and  involve  inconsistent  pat- 
terns. For  whites,  blacks,  and  nonreservation  Indians, 
however,  there  is  generally  an  inverse  relationship 
between  level  of  prenatal  care  and  each  of  fetal,  neonatal, 
and  postneonatal  mortality.  In  the  presence  of  adequate 
care,  the  fetal  death  rate  of  nonreservation  Indians 
appjears  especially  low,  being  lower  than  that  of  either 
whites  or  blacks.  At  the  same  time,  in  the  presence  of 
inadequate  care,  the  fetal,  neonatal,  and  postneonatal 
mortality  of  nonreservation  Indians  appears  higher  than 
that  of  either  whites  or  blacks.  Thus  it  would  seem  that  the 
relationship  between  prenatal  care  and  pregnancy  out- 
come is  generally  stronger  for  nonreservation  Indians 
than  for  others. 

Among  the  20  counties  selected  for  study,  the  numbers 
of  Indian  births  are  generally  quite  small,  as  shown  in 
Table  8.  However,  it  is  noted  that  Robeson  County — 
accounting  for  54%  of  the  state's  1979-83  Indian  live 
births — largely  accounts  also  for  the  relatively  favorable 
prenatal  care  status  of  Indians  versus  blacks.  During  the 
period  of  study,  Robeson  Indians  were  far  less  likely  than 
Robeson  blacks  to  have  had  inadequate  care,  and  that 
difference  is  statistically  significant  at  a  very  high  level 
(p<.OOI). 


SIDS  Deaths 

For  the  state  and  selected  counties.  Table  9  shows  for 
each  race  group  the  1979-83  number  of  deaths  and  death 
rates  for  sudden  infant  death  syndrome  as  the  underlying 
cause.  As  noted  in  previous  reports  (1,2),  Indian  infants 
appear  to  die  from  SIDS  more  often  than  black  infants 
and  far  more  often  than  white  infants,  which  would  par- 
tially account  for  excessive  postneonatal  loss  among  Indi- 
ans. During  the  1979-83  period,  the  SIDS  rate  for  Indians 
was  3.5  per  1,000  live  births,  exceeding  the  black  rate  by 
30%  and  the  white  rate  by  169%.  However,  among  Robe- 
son infants,  who  accounted  for  1 1  of  the  state's  27  Indian 
deaths  from  SIDS,  the  black  rate  (3.7)  exceeded  the 
Indian  rate  (2.6).  The  reader  will  also  note  the  excep- 
tionally high  black  rate  (7.7)  in  Columbus  as  well  as 
Scotland's  excesses  in  all  race  groups. 


Recent  Trends 

As  shown  in  Table  10,  the  numbers  of  live  births  in 
each  race  group  generally  fluctuated  over  the  period  of 
study  with  relatively  little  net  change  between  1979  and 
1983.  At  the  same  time,  prematurity  declined  slightly, 
except  among  reservation  Indians,  and  the  percentages  of 
mothers  with  one  or  more  risk  factors  also  declined. 
Reductions  in  prematurity  and  maternal  risk  were  greater 
for  whites  than  for  others,  and  those  changes  were  statisti- 
cally significant.  Table  10  also  reveals  that,  for  both 
whites  and  blacks,  the  percentage  of  mothers  with  inade- 
quate care  dropped  significantly  between  1979  and  1983. 
Further,  the  reader  will  note  that,  throughout  the  period 
of  study,  levels  of  prematurity,  maternal  risk,  and  inade- 
quate care  were  consistently  lower  among  whites  and 
higher  among  blacks  than  among  nonreservation  Indians. 

Due  to  the  small  numbers  of  annual  deaths  among 
Indians,  Indian  death  rates  are  not  given  in  Tables  1 1-14 
(see  table  footnotes).  Rates  for  whites  and  blacks  reveal 
the  following: 

•  Whites  have  recently  experienced  statistically  signif- 
icant reductions  in  fetal  mortality  (Table  II). 

•  Blacks  have  recently  experienced  statistically  signif- 
icant reductions  in  neonatal  and  postneonatal  mor- 
tality (Tables  12  and  13). 


Among  white  premature  infants,  the  postneonatal 
death  rate  rose  50%  between  1979  and  1982  (Table 
13);  the  increase  falls  just  short  of  being  statistically 
significant. 


INDUCED  ABORTIONS 

Table  15  shows  the  numbers  of  1983  resident  and 
occurrence  abortions  for  the  state  and  selected  counties. 
Half  of  Indian  abortions  were  to  Robeson  residents,  and 
half  of  Indian  abortions  occurred  in  Cumberland  County. 
In  1980,  the  numbers  of  resident  and  occurrence  Indian 
abortions  were  227  and  232  respectively  (2). 

As  shown  in  Table  16,  the  fraction  of  total  reported 
pregnancies  that  resulted  in  abortions  is  far  lower  for 
Indians  than  for  whites  or  blacks.  Unlike  whites  and 
blacks,  nonreservation  Indians  experienced  a  sizable 
increase  (12%)  in  the  fraction  between  1980  and  1983; 
however,  numbers  involved  in  the  county-level  increases 
were  generally  small.  Mecklenburg  County's  increases — 
from  9  to  20  in  the  number  of  abortions  and  from  243  to 
465  in  the  fraction — were  the  outstanding  increases  for 
Indians,  and  these  coincided  with  increased  numbers  and 
fractions  among  white  and  black  Mecklenburg  residents 
as  well. 


MORTALITY 

As  previously  noted,  the  reported  race  of  a  decedent  is 
that  recorded  by  the  funeral  director;  thus,  it  may  some- 
times be  only  that  person's  judgement  rather  than  infor- 
mation from  informed  sources.  The  resulting  errors  in 
mortality  statistics  are  particularly  bothersome  for  Indi- 
ans since  the  number  of  deaths  is  relatively  small  com- 
pared to  the  numbers  for  whites  and  blacks. 

Keeping  this  in  mind,  the  reader  will  find  state  and 
county  race-specific  death  counts  and  median  ages  at 
death  tabulated  in  Table  17.  0{  the  707  Indian  deaths 
during  1982-83,  two-thirds  were  to  residents  of  Robeson 
County. 

Comparing  1979-81  and  1982-83  median  ages  at 
death,  it  is  seen  that  the  increase  was  greater  for  blacks  and 
Indians  (2  years)  than  for  whites  ( 1  year),  but  the  median 
for  whites  remains  5  years  higher  than  that  for  blacks  and 
10  years  higher  than  that  for  Indians.  The  median  for 
reservation  Indians  actually  declined  2  years  between 
1979-81  and  1982-83,  and  the  median  for  Robeson  Indi- 
ans rose  by  only  1  year.  Many  of  the  other  county-level 
medians  are  based  on  extremely  small  numbers. 


For  each  race  group,  Table  18  shows  1982-83  age- 
specific  percentage  distributions  of  deaths  and  median 
ages  at  death  by  underlying  cause  of  death.  As  previously 
observed  (1),  Indian  decedents  were  more  likely  than 
others  to  have  died  of  violent  causes  and  less  likely  to  have 
died  of  cancer.  Compared  to  others,  reservation  Indian 
decedents  were  especially  likely  to  die  of  diabetes  but  less 
likely  to  die  of  heart  disease,  stroke  and  influenza/ 
pneumonia. 

When  the  percentage  distributions  of  1982-83  deaths 
are  compared  to  those  in  1977  (1),  it  is  seen  that  all  race 
groups  but  especially  Indians  experienced  reduced  per- 
centages due  to  accidents;  the  Indian  percentage  due  to 
motor  vehicle  accidents  dropped  24%  and  the  percentage 
due  to  non-motor-vehicle  accidents  dropped  40%.  Sui- 
cide and  homicide  percentages  for  Indians  also  declined, 
by  24  and  48  percent  respectively. 

The  trouble  with  percentage  distributions  is  that,  when 
one  percentage  goes  down,  another  must  go  up.  Hence,  all 
race  groups  and  especially  Indians  experienced  increased 
percentages  due  to  cancer;  the  Indian  percentage  for 
cancer  and  heart  disease  both  rose  by  a  third.  Whites, 
blacks  and  Indians  all  experienced  reductions  in  the  per- 
centage due  to  stroke,  and  Indians  also  experienced  a 
reduced  percentage  due  to  atherosclerosis. 

Examining  the  median  ages  of  Table  18,  it  is  seen  that 
reservation  Indian  decedents  were  particularly  young  in 
the  case  of  death  from  stroke,  diabetes  and  non-motor- 
vehicle  accidents.  Also,  the  median  age  of  nonreservation 
Indian  decedents  was  at  least  5  years  below  average  in  the 
case  of  death  from  heart  disease,  diabetes,  pneumonia/in- 
fluenza, non-motor-vehicle  accidents,  and  suicide.  Still, 
compared  to  median  ages  during  1979-81  (2),  1982-83 
medians  were  higher  in  the  case  of  nonreservation  Indian 
deaths  from  motor  vehicle  and  other  accidents  as  well  as 
homicide. 


COMMUNICABLE  DISEASES 

As  shown  by  the  frequencies  of  Table  19,  some  of  the 
more  notable  recent  changes  in  reported  cases  involve 
venereal  diseases:  reduced  gonorrhea  among  whites  and 
nonreservation  Indians,  increased  syphilis  among  blacks, 
and  increased  nonspecific  urethritis  in  each  race  group, 
especially  blacks.  For  each  race,  cases  of  salmonellosis 
rose,  and  serum  hepatitis  rose  while  infectious  hepatitis 
declined.  Aseptic  meningitis  increased  substantially  among 
blacks  and  whites  while  H.  Influenza  meningitis  cases 
increased  among  nonreservation  Indians.  Blacks  and 
whites  also  experienced  reduced  cases  of  Rocky  Mountain 
spotted  fever. 


Concerning  black  and  white  reductions  in  tuberculosis, 
some  portion  of  the  decrease  is  due  to  required  verifica- 
tion of  the  diagnosis,  beginning  in  1981.  Similarly,  the 
sharp  increase  in  nonspecific  urethritis  may  be  attributa- 
ble to  two  reporting  factors:  reporting  was  not  required 
until  January  1984  and,  due  to  improved  diagnostic  tech- 
niques, some  cases  formerly  reported  as  gonorrhea  may 
now  be  classified  as  nonspecific  urethritis.  This  may  also 
account  for  some  of  the  white  and  Indian  decline  in 
gonorrhea. 


SUMMARY 

The  data  of  this  report  provide  both  encouraging  and 
discouraging  information  about  the  relative  health  status 
of  the  state's  American  Indian  residents.  On  the  positive 
side: 

—  Abortion  utilization  remains  law. 

—  Median  age  at  death  is  increasing,  and  the  percentage  of 
deaths  due  to  violent  causes  has  declined. 

—  Nonreservation  Indians  have  recently  experienced  a 
substantial  decline  in  reported  cases  of  gonorrhea. 

But  on  the  negative  side: 

—  Low  education  remains  a  particular  problem  of 
Indians — in  the  general  population,  among  workers, 
and  among  the  mothers  of  newborns. 

—  Relatively  large  family  size  and  overcrowding  persist. 

—  Deaths  from  SIDS,  violent  causes,  and  diabetes  remain 
excessive. 

—  Inadequate  prenatal  care  appears  especially  prevalent 
among  reservation  Indian  mothers. 

—  Excesses  in  fetal  and  neonatal  mortality  largely  involve 
mature-weight  infants  and  low-risk  mothers. 

—  Excesses  in  postneonatal  mortality  involve  all  weight 
and  maternal  categories,  especially  mature-weight 
infants  and  young  mothers. 


—  Infant  loss  among  Indians  is  particularly  excessive  in 
the  presence  of  inadequate  prenatal  care 

Findings  for  infant  loss  among  Indians  are  especially 
interesting;  excesses  are  notable  among  mature-weight 
infants  and  low-risk  mothers,  but  at  the  same  time, 
involve  mothers  with  inadequate  prenatal  care.  This  sug- 
gests that  newborn  sociomedical  factors  are  not  the  larger 
problem;  rather,  environmental  and  general  medical-care 
factors — as  "represented  by"  level  of  prenatal  care — are 
issues  that  need  to  be  addressed.  That  prenatal  care  is  a 
surrogate  for  a  much  broader  spectrum  of  care-related 
factors  seems  an  entirely  reasonable  premise. 
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Table  1 


Census  Counts 


Census  Counts  by  Race 
North  Carolina  1980 


Whites 


Total  Persons  4,457,507 

Persons  in  Households       .'■  ;  .  4,321,132 

Households*  (Occupied  Housing  Units)  1,623,193 

Families**  1,252,752 


Eskimos 

American 

and 

Blacks 

Indians 

Aleuts 

1,318,857 

64,536 

116 

1,266,167 

63,190 

100 

392,002 

17,962 

29 

300,887 

15,299 

11 

*  A  household  consists  of  all  the  persons  who  occupy  a  housing  unit. 

**  A  family  consists  of  a  householder  and  one  or  more  other  persons  living  in 
the  same  household  who  are  related  to  the  householder  by  birth,  marriage,  or 
adoption.  .  • .     .  r  >  i- 


Table   2 

Health-related   Indicators   by  Race 
North   Carolina,    1980   Census 


Demographics 

Persons : 

Percent  living  in  rural  areas 

Percent  under  age  18 

Percent  65+ 

Median  age 

Percent  males 

Males  per  100  females 

Persons  5+: 

Percent  in  same  county  as  in  1975 

Males:  Percent  in  correctional  institutions 


American 

Whites 

Blacks 

Indians 

54.5 

43.1 

77.9 

26.0 

35.0 

38.8 

10.9 

8.6 

5.3 

31.4 

24.7 

23.1 

48.8 

47.5 

49.6 

95.4 

90.4 

98.4 

79.2 

85.6 

86.2 

0.4 

1.6 

I.l 

Economics 


Employed  persons  16+,  1979: 
Median  earnings:   males 

females 

Persons  15+  with  income,  1979: 
Median  income:  males 

females 

Persons,  except  as  noted  : 
Percent  below  poverty,  1979 
Percent  below  150%  of  poverty,  1979 

Persons*  in  families  with  female  head 

and  no  husband  present: 

Percent  below  poverty,  1979 
Percent  below  150%  of  poverty,  1979 

Families  and  unrelated  individuals 
below  poverty,  1979: 

Median  income 

With  children  under  18 

Percent   receiving   public 

assistance   income 

Percent   receiving   Social 

Security  income 


$12,135 

$8,133 

$8,227 

$7,153 

$6,062 

$5,825 

$10,681 

$6,550 

$6,870 

$5,547 

$3,997 

$4,283 

10.0 

30.4 

27.9 

19.9 

48.6 

47.2 

21.6 
38.7 


48.9 
69.5 


52.4 
72.4 


$3,707 

$3,756 

$4,188 

$4,331 

$4,053 

$4,713 

8.4 

18.4 

12.4 

23.6 

17.0 

14.7 

*Exclude6  persons  in  certain  group  quarters  and  unrelated  individuals  under  15. 


American 

Whites 

Blacks 

Indians 

60.9 

47.5 

41.6 

15.1 

5.4 

5.1 

60.7 

49.7 

44.3 

11. A 

7.0 

4.9 

3.09 

3.80 

3.88 

87.3 

61.5 

74.2 

10.5 

33.8 

20.9 

49.2 

57.7 

66.5 

19.8 

24.6 

32.4 

Table    2    Continued 


Education 

Males  18+:   Percent  high  school  graduates 
Percent  4+  years  college 

Females  18+:  Percent  high  school  graduates 
Percent  4+  years  college 

Family  Structure 

Families: 

Persons  per  family 

Percent  married-couple  families 

Percent  headed  by  a  female 

Percent  with  ovm  children  under  18 

Percent  with  own  children  under  6 

Percent  headed  by  female  with  own 

children  under  18  5.5  20.7         13.2 

Persons  under  18:   Percent  who  are  own 

children  In  married-couple  families        81.6  49.1         66.6 


Fertility  -  «. 

Females  15+:  Children  ever  born 

per  1,000  women  1,859         2,342        2,614 

Females  16-44  in  labor  force: 

Children  ever  born  per  1 ,000  women  1,216         1,754        1,894 

Housing       ' 

Occupied  housing  units: 
Median  number  of  persons 
Median  number  of  rooms 
Percent  with  1.01+  persons  per  room 
Percent  without  complete  plumbing  for 
household's  exclusive  use 
Percent  owner-occupied 
Median  value  of  owner-occupied  units 
Median  rent  for  renter-occupied  units 


2.39 

2.86 

3.34 

5.3 

4.9 

4.9 

2.4 

12.4 

13.8 

2.2 

11.8 

8.3 

72.8 

51.0 

64.4 

$38,500 

$24,800 

$25,700 

$152 

$102 

$103 

Table  2  Continued 


Labor  Force  Participation 

Persons  16+:  Percent  in  Force,  1980 

Wives  16+:  Percent  in  Force,  1979 

Civilian  Labor  Force  16+,  1980:  Percent 
in 

-  Managerial  or  professional  specialty 

-  Technical,  sales,  and  administrative 
support 

-  Manufacturing  and  related* 

-  Farming,  forestry,  and  fishing 

-  Service  occupations 

Female  heads  of  household  16+  with  own 
children  under  6  and  no  husband  present: 
Percent  in  Labor  Force,  1980 

Employed  persons  16+,  1980: 
Percent  government  workers 
Median  age:  males 

females 
Percent  high  school  graduates:   males 

females 


American 

Whites 

Blacks 

Indians 

65.3 

61.1 

62.3 

63.4 

70.2 

65.3 

20.5 


75.1 


9.9 


61.4 


9.7 


28.0 

14.9 

13.7 

39.2 

48.8 

57.5 

3.1 

4.5 

6.7 

9.0 

21.2 

12.0 

61.7 


14.8 

23.0 

20.0 

36.5 

34.1 

32.6 

35.4 

33.9 

31.8 

64.9 

51.2 

43.7 

70.2 

62.0 

55.3 

Marital  Status 


Females  15+: 
Percent  single 
married 
separated 
widowed 
divorced 

Ever-married  persons  15+: 

Percent  married  more  than  once; 


18.0 

33.3 

25.1 

61.3 

39.0 

52.9 

2.6 

8.0 

5.2 

12.7 

14.2 

10.3 

5.3 

5.5 

6.4 

males 

15.3 

12.9 

13.0 

females 

15.4 

12.1 

13.2 

♦Precision  production,   craft,  and  repair  occupations;  operators,  fabricators, 
and  laborers. 


TABLE  3 


«NNU»L       «N0       FIVt-Yt»R        LlVC        BIRTHS 
NOATHCtOOLIS* 

lies     «K0     1979-ej 


«   C    S    I    0   t    «   T 

Live 

•    I    •    T    •<    S 


TOTM. 


T  0    '     *    <- 
«N»<0*l.  fIVt-TC«« 

MUn«C«      KOXM*         «*TC« 
<ll  <»•  <»• 


WHlTf  ettCK                                            INDIAN 

ANMUAC             FIVC-TCA"  ANNUAL              FIVC-ITtA"  ANNUAL             FIVE-TEAH 

Nuwec*  Nu«ec«   «atc«  mumbcr  nuhber   rate*  number  nuhber   bate* 

<<lt                <SI                <*•  (HI                (51                (61                (71                (61                tf) 


titil       XJITTT  100.0  57<l<i*       2«*117  100,0       2,o96        12HS51  100. 0 


OCCU«.    m    iTATC  «2e»'       «l4T»fl 

OCCU*.    Ovr   OF    STATt  »*«  •'•T 


1.2 


S444S   2*2200 
7*3     S»1T 


■»••*   23917   1233H0 
1.*     179     1011 


99.2 

0.« 


1557 


1517 
10 


7605 


7776 
29 


100.0 


99.4 

O.H 


•IDTHWCICMT 

UMOCR  130«  CRAMt 
1S00-2«I99  «R*H$ 
<3«e«  CRAMS 

unknown 


ratcrnal     charac 


1232 

421* 

1.5 

530 

2«2« 

5351 

27S5J 

4.5 

2««9 

1*994 

77239 

S««00« 

92.0 

3O030 

34*4*3 

32 

19* 

0.0 

17 

10* 

T  £  «  I  S  T  1  C  S 


!••  4'<2  S2S<* 

'•«  2355  12129 

93.9  21065  106904 

0.0  m  82 


2.4 

29 

122 

1.6 

9.6 

94 

ilt 

4.7 

7.4 

1*32 

7155 

91.7 

0.0 

0 

** 

0.0 

S.     A«C 


UNOCR  1*  TCARS 

<A) 

S«07 

30317 

7.2 

2597 

1*532 

9.0 

2721 

15*13 

12,* 

127 

729 

9 

5 

l«-(*  TCARS 

7<i77l 

37«**« 

««.9 

52229 

24030* 

91.0 

20*76 

10*566 

6*.l 

138* 

6751 

66 

5 

33«  TCARS 

<ei 

3471 

1437* 

3.9 

2471 

11*55 

*  .0 

•  96 

*3*0 

5.5 

*6 

32* 

<t 

2 

umknown 

S 

3* 

0.0 

1 

22 

e.o 

1 

10 

0.0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

COUCATION 


UNOCR  9  TCARS 

«c» 

5o*a 

17*20 

*.2 

192* 

1102* 

S.9 

930 

5515 

*.* 

9-11  TCARS 

(01 

1*345 

101J39 

2<..0 

10739 

3*699 

20.4 

t976 

3*9*6 

SI. 5 

13*  TCARS 

42375 

302*33 

71.7 

**T50 

21401* 

73.3 

1*136 

79717 

6*.l 

UMKNOWN 

44 

363 

0.1 

29 

176 

0.0 

30 

171 

0.2 

110 

639 

6 

2 

555 

J0*0 

56 

9 

690 

*120 

52 

6 

2 

fa 

0 

1 

OUT    Of     WCOLOCK 

TCS 

NO 

UNXNOWX 


•  CI 


1  7239 

62**0 

19.5 

«1*0 

1**5* 

*.* 

1234* 

61295 

*9.5 

*9l 

2225 

26.5 

4**1* 

339310 

eo.o 

33265 

2*72*5 

93.* 

1132* 

650*5 

50.7 

1066 

5560 

71.5 

1 

27 

0.  I 

1 

1* 

0.0 

0 

11 

0.0 

0 

0 

0.0 

*.     PARITY 

1 
2.3 

*♦  (F  I 

UNKNOWN 

7.     PRCVIOOS    FCTAL    OCATH 


5*221 

*00«* 

9570 

17 


1*9933 

201910 

h9*«9 

223 


*0.3 
*7.9 
11  .« 

0.0 


2<i3*2 

27*33 

3217 

12 


121129 

156302 

2*30* 

162 


*2.5  6635 

**.5  112<I2 

9.3  5995 

0.1  It 


**9*9 

56017 

215** 

*1 


56.  1 

*6.7 

17.2 

0,0 


511 

2562 

53 

1 

771 

3627 

*9 

0 

275 

1396 

17 

9 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TCS 

NO 
UNKNOWN 

'4  ' 

1  570* 

7013* 

12 

*e*67 

353019 
71 

1* 
«3 

0 

5 
7 
0 

95*1 

**077 
« 

«*126 
2599*2 

*7 

It 
65 

0 

1 
9 
0 

3967 

20104 

5 

20497 

105651 

25 

14.4 
65.5 

0.1 

255 

152* 

0 

1290 

6515 

0 

14 

65 

0 

5 
5 
0 

PRCVIOUS 

Livc  eoRN 

NOW  OCAO 

TCS 

NO 
UNKNOWN 

<HI 

1770 
62070 

10301 

«1  12*3 

213 

2 

97 

0 

1 
3 
I 

972 

3**** 

10 

5311 

2*0*29 

177 

1 

96 

0 

9 
0 

1 

729 
2554* 

5 

*5e9 

119926 

5* 

5.3 

96.* 

0.1 

35 

1502 

0 

296 

75o9 

0 

3 

96 

0 

« 
2 
0 

AK»     one     OR     «ORC 
(0*     «     T  H«o    HI 


*5*«"        J273J0 


I^CPARThCmI     Of     HUMAN    RCSOURCCS 
|BIVlJION    Of     HCaLTh    SCRVICtS 
ItOI     2*91.     RALCICH,     N.C.     27402 


2««39        12**** 


•.5.3      I  77*7 


75.2  1073  3*65 


•     sec    DEFINITIONS 


TABLE  4 


»NNO«l.        A    U    0       F1VC-TC*R        FCT«(.        OC«TMS 

NORTH       C»ROLI*l» 

1»«S       »N0       197?.    «5 


KCtlOCMT 

r  c  T  «  t. 

0   C   «   T   ••   S 


T    0    '     *    «. 

««*o»».        rivc-tc«« 
•tunecii    ♦(O^ec*      «*ic» 

<»1  <5' 


OCCU«. 

occv«. 


IN   CT«TC 

out    or    JT«Tt 


Ml 


«l« 


2 


UMlTC  BLACK  INDIAN 

AMNUAC  »:Vr-tC»«  ANNUAL  fIVC-ttA«  ANNUAL  TlvC-YCAR 

Ncmec*     Nu«ec»       «ATt«  NunecM     Nu«ecn      hatc*  nubbcr     nuhscr      «at€« 

(*l  <3t  <*•  <«»  (51  1(1  (71  («!  (»l 


•iSil 


«32<i 

so 


10.2 


«l<lt 


I 


2363 


2343 
22 


«.S 


350 


3<t» 
1 


195? 


leno 


JH.7 


«2J 

2234 

24«..5 

1«2 

•  H 

it.  I 

203 

lll« 

2.'» 

30 

lei 

" 

2.    ell(THWCI4MT 

«/NOC«    i30«    CMAMS 
15C0>2<iM  c«Ans 
25««4    C«Ans 

UNKNOWM 

MATCANAL       CMAA«CTt«IS'''CS 


3.     A4C 

«>N0<«     >•    TCAAJ     iti 
l«>S<    TCAAJ 

S5«  TCAAS  <ei 

UNKNOWN 
*.  C0U<A1I0N 


215 

ioa« 

27«,« 

198 

1097 

233.3 

•  4 

<I43 

31. • 

7". 

sts 

27.5 

132 

73« 

2.7 

(,» 

3J7 

3.0 

14 

95 

- 

I* 

80 

- 

49 

•.22 

13.4 

49J 

3*37 

9.4 

55 

284 

17.2 

1 

9 

- 

2* 

15«. 

10.4 

05 

259 

14.5 

392 

2047 

7.9 

283 

1H71 

15.9 

32 

158 

13.4 

22 

119 

24.7 

1 

4 

- 

0 

5 

• 

5.  OUT  Of  KtOLOCK 

»c$ 

NO 

UNKNOWN 

4.  PAAITT 

I 
2-3 


(CI 


25- 

1271 

15.2 

54  5 

J075 

9.0 

1 

e 

- 

(r  I 


UNKNOWN 
7.     FACVIOOS     rCT»L     OtlTH 

»ts  <CI 

NO 

UNKNOWN 


31» 

58) 
J19 


199 

415 


175« 

1894 
488 


1087 
3253 

lo 


10.2 
9.3 

13.7 


15.4 
9.1 


<i8 

217 

12.9 

201 

100 

2135 

7.9 

l'«9 

1 

3 

- 

0 

>72 

lOJ" 

8.<i 

135 

223 

1044 

7.4 

150 

51 

284 

10.7 

4« 

3 

9 

- 

1 

995 

852 

5 


488 

780 
377 

7 


16.0 
13.3 


15.1 
13.3 

17. H 


108 

S-.? 

11  .4 

«7 

512 

20.1 

358 

1834 

7  .4 

242 

133S 

12.7 

5 

7 

- 

1 

7 

• 

IH 


1<< 
0 


0 

13 

1 

0 


3 

11 
0 


89 


89 
0 


34 

9 
3t 
10 


9 

73 

7 

0 


UNOCK  9  TCAKS 

<C  1 

"•0 

2«0 

13. » 

20 

1  1« 

10.7 

19 

115 

20.9 

1 

9 

9.11  TCAAS 

(0  1 

197 

1209 

11.8 

92 

597 

10.0 

103 

573 

IX. i 

2 

52 

12«  TOAS 

541 

2801 

9.2 

330 

142« 

7.5 

219 

1118 

13.8 

7 

••1 

UNKNOWN 

20 

10« 

- 

7 

50 

" 

9 

••4 

• 

<t 

7 

29 

40 
0 


35 

3* 
22 

0 


2t 

43 

0 


18. 
9. 


8.     PAfVIOUS    Live     BOAn 
NOW    OCAO 

»CS  (HI 

NO 

UNKhOWN 


27 

175 

14.7 

87 

•  14« 

10.0 

•1 

15 

- 

13 

»33 

3 


48 
2309 

8 


12.2 
8.2 


IH 

355 

1 


103 
17112 

7 


22.9 

1«.3 


0 

iH 

0 


1 
88 

0 


9.      <NT     OKI      0«     kO«( 
<0'      <      TH«u     HI 


532 


OCAATnCNI     0'     HU"*N     KCSOuACtS 
OlVISIOh    Of     mc«lTh    5(MVICCS 
•Oa     2«9>,     ■«(.(|4M.     N.C.     27402 


12.8 


2«"3 


277  l'<95  14.2  Jl  49 


•    tec    0€FIN1TI0NS 


TABLE  5 


»NNO«t        »N0       FIVt-TC«R       NCON«T«L        OCATHS 
NORTH       CsROLIM* 


j<C    S    I    O   C    «    T 

,IC    O   N   <    T    •   (. 
IC    •    T    »•    J 


1 

I     »OT«t. 


aiKTfl    IM    ST«TC 

eiMTM  ooT  or  sT«TC 


I    o    t    «    «. 

Ml  <3I  <  SI 


T2« 


Tit 


St4< 


so 


t.« 


W    M    I     T    C 


BLACK 
ANNOAL  ^IVC-TCA« 


MUnec*  Nonec*   **'*•  NunecR  numbcs   ratc»  nuhbcr  numbcr 

<«i     (71     lei 


<«1 1 

<5I 

<4I 

It  1 

(51 

Jt» 

2013 

T.i 

310 

J757 

S«7 

3 

2033 

«7 

- 

306 

I7<t9 

INDIAN 
ANNUAL  FIvC-TfAR 

RATt  • 


lO.l 


22 


22 

0 


to 


90 

0 


11.5 


eiRTHwCICMT 

UNOCR    13««    MAflS 
13C«>2«tt    CAA1S 
2300«    CRAMS 
UM«(NO«N 


«««  2311  oes.e 

«1  3ST  It. 4 

147  •••O  2.2 

12  74 


,»TC«NAL      CMARACTCRISTICS 
lACC 


217 

1140 

«10.2 

233 

1278 

3t5.2 

m 

se 

••75. "• 

33 

314 

23. t 

23 

176 

ll.S 

5 

10 

19,1 

113 

333 

2.1 

••7 

26« 

2.«t 

5 

21 

2.9 

5 

34 

- 

7 

3t 

. 

0 

1 

«MOC«  1«  TCARS 

<AI 

T« 

<i22 

13. « 

31 

104 

13.0 

<4« 

226 

11.7 

3 

9 

12,5 

l«-S«  TCARS 

411 

3374 

t.O 

312 

leot 

4.t 

250 

1170 

11.1 

IS 

70 

11.6 

S3«  TCARS 

<ei 

34 

141 

10. e 

It 

t« 

0.4 

16 

61 

11.1 

1 

3 

9.  5 

UNKNOWN 

0 

2 

- 

0 

2 

- 

tOUCATlON 

UNOCR  t  TCaRS 

<CI 

3e 

224 

12. « 

24 

124 

11. « 

12 

93 

14.9 

0 

6 

9.1 

t-ll  TCARS 

(01 

Its 

list 

11.2 

•  t 

310 

9. 3 

95 

555 

11.2 

9 

35 

1  1  .5 

12'>  TCARS 

<lt0 

2357 

e.3 

273 

13t* 

4.5 

200 

1092 

13.7 

13 

17 

11.1 

1  UNKNOWN 

7 

«2 

- 

1 

23 

- 

3 

17 

0 

2 

OUT    or     WCOLOCK 

•i»cs 

I  NO 
jUNKNOWN 

lARMt 

1 

2-3 


<CI 


220 

1151 

11.0 

33 

223 

1 1  .e 

171 

900 

11.7 

11 

2« 

12.6 

500 

2009 

e.3 

337 

1649 

7.0 

136 

056 

13.6 

11 

62 

11.1 

0 

1 

- 

0 

3 

- 

0 

1 

- 

0 

0 

If  I 


279 

1131 

«.1 

131 

«S2 

4.9 

116 

561 

12.5 

t 

27 

10.5 

311 

l«4a 

9.3 

194 

1004 

7.5 

155 

607 

13.9 

11 

16 

12.0 

loe 

443 

13.1 

15 

2^7 

9,  7 

61 

509 

IS. 2 

2 

IT 

12.2 

,«CV10US    fCTAL     OCATH 


rts 

no 

UNKNOWN 


1«4 

941 

11.0 

95 

160 

10.1 

«5 

177 

23.0 

6 

15 

11.6 

5-1 

2990 

«.S 

294 

1617 

6.  7 

225 

1260 

12.1 

16 

75 

11.5 

1 

10 

- 

1 

to 

- 

ICVIOUS    LlVt     BORN 
>W    01  AO 

tS  <HI 

:o 

'NKNOWN 

I    OKt     0«    xORC 
>f      »      TM«u     HI 


'"CM     or     HU»>AN    RCSOURCCS 
tON    or    MC.LIH    SCRVICCS 
♦91.     RALCI6H,     „.c.     ,T402 


51 

514 

30.7 

21 

122 

22.1 

472 

5457 

«.« 

544 

1947 

7.0 

2 

11 

. 

2 

11 

. 

9.4 


50       185     12.2         0         7     ?3.6 
280      1572     13.1        22  85     11.1 


219      111*     15.5        14        ti      n.j 


•  sec  OCrlNITIONS 


TABLE  6 


•    MNUAL       *N0       FOU«-TC««       POSTnCON«T«L       0C«TMS 


•    CSlrtftV                                           »0I«I.  WMltC                                            BLACK                                            IKOIAt* 

^OSV«rC«««t«t.    «nny«l             fO««-tC««  *NM4J«(.             fOU«.TC««             «NMU*L              FOUR-TC«(»  »NNU*L             FOu»>-TCAH 

0  t  •  T  ♦•  s          tw"ec«  xytc"   PAic*  MJn«c«  t^ufiet*   ««it«  Munecx  nuibcr   R«tc»  no«bc«  nombck   iatc* 

<|l      III       «SI  «••»       «5I       <4I     ,^,       ,5,       ,4,       ,7,       ,e,       ,,, 

1.  IOI«l                     110     KOJ      *.2  l«»       »30       l.»     i„,       4JJ       4^2        le       52      g  , 


•  KTk    I«   »I«It 

3«S 

13^3 

BJ*?*"    OUI    Of    JT«tC 

T 

11 

>e«     T}« 


1S9      «06        •       1«       30 


»        *        -       2        5        -        ? 


2.  eI«THV(|«MT 


tMOC*    i3««   (««ns 

*^ 

i«i 

41.3 

2« 

70 

52. o 

21 

106 

46.5 

3 

S 

102.0 

isoc-2«ff  c«Ans 

47 

2i3 

U.3 

32 

101 

«.4 

S3 

12? 

12.7 

2 

10 

23. « 

23eo«  c««ns 

23» 

«74 

3.1 

137 

itt 

2.4 

87 

382 

<•.«• 

13 

37 

4.5 

UMKMOUM 

e 

3 

- 

« 

2 

- 

0 

1 

0 

0 

n<TC*M«i      CHAll«c*C«I311CJ 
3.    ««€ 


UMOC«     1«    TC«IIS 

<«  1 

••2 

1«3 

7.0 

14 

7J 

4.3 

16 

97 

7.6 

6 

13 

21. S 

l«-3«    TC*«S 

2'»* 

lUI 

<.C 

140 

431 

3.1 

123 

501 

6.0 

11 

37 

7.0 

3S<    TC«ltS 

<BI 

12 

ll 

3.3 

11 

24 

3.0 

0 

13 

3.6 

1 

2 

7.2 

«.    tOUCATION 


imoc  *  Tc««s 

•  CI 

34 

I  J* 

1.3 

27 

es 

1.; 

4 

to 

6.1 

3 

9 

17.2 

*-ll    tc««j 

<0I 

I  20 

i4e 

4.1 

4C 

2M 

5.  > 

52 

266 

1.1 

7 

25 

10.2 

12«    tt««$ 

1«5 

700 

2.1 

10 

314 

2.3 

62 

26? 

"t.5 

6 

16 

5.4 

UMKMOWX 

1 

1 

- 

0 

0 

- 

1 

1 

0 

0 

5.     OUT    Of     WCOCOCK 

(CI 


TCS 

MO 

P««  I  H 

1 
2-3 

11» 

041 

7.2 

21 

66 

4.  1 

63 

353 

7.<i 

10 

20 

11.6 

234 

1-2 

3.5 

146 

4«2 

3.0 

56 

256 

5.1 

6 

32 

7.2 

lOi 

<••.( 

3.3 

42 

:-i 

2.5 

35 

163 

5.1 

7 

20 

1.7 

163 

717 

«.5 

101 

364 

3.5 

7'4 

301 

6.5 

7 

25 

7.6 

47 

236 

4.0 

24 

101 

-.» 

32 

127 

7.5 

« 

1 

e.i 

7.     fOtVlOUS    rCT»l     OC*TH 


»C$ 

NO 


•.   Previous  eivt   eooi 
•<o»<  o(  *r 

't$  It. 


4<i 

2«4 

••.5 

32 

134 

3.  7 

30 

11 

6.1 

2 

7 

6.T 

»* 

1157 

••  .  1 

157 

51<. 

3.  I 

Ul 

512 

6.2 

16 

h5 

6.6 

1- 

47 

7.5 

5 

7« 

4.  ) 

6 

31 

6.6 

1 

3 

12.6 

35* 

ISOO 

s.l 

16* 

701 

3.7 

133 

560 

6.1 

1  7 

Hi 

6.2 

0 

1 

- 

0 

1 

- 

1.     «m     0*rt     0«     XOBC 

<o»    t    tM»u  M,  ^,,  ,ojg  J   ,  ,,g  ,77  ,    J  ,,5  5lj  T,,  m  ,»  ,o_j 

0CP<*TfrM   Of   HUMtt4  «rsouiictt 

OIVISIO*.    Of    MC4LTH    sr*victs 

601  7011.  ■«t.(l4H,  H.c.  77407  •  SCt  OCriNITIONS 


Table  7 

Percentage  Distributions  of  Births  and  Specified  Mortality 

Rates  by  Race  and  Adequacy  of  Prenatal  Care 

North  Carolina,    1979-83  or    1979-82 


Percentage  of    1979-83 
Births: 

Adequate   Care 

Intermediate   Care 

Inadequate   Care 

Unknown  Care 

Fetal   Death  Rate    1979-83 
Adequate   Care 
Intermediate   Care 
Inadequate   Care 

Neonatal  Death  Rate    1979-83 
Adequate   Care 
Intermediate   Care 
Inadequate    Care 

Postneonatal   Death  Rate    1979-82 
Adequate   Care 
Intermediate    Care 
Inadequate   Care 

Infant   Death   Rate    1979-82 
Adequate   Care 
Intermediate    Care 
Inadequate   Care 


*Rates  for  reservation  Indians  involve  very  small  numbers  of  deaths:  in  total, 
8  fetals  and  9  neonatals  in  1979-83,  7  postneonatals  and  11  Infants  in  1979- 
82. 


Reservation 

Nonres . 

Total 

Whites 

Blacks 

Indians* 

Indians 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

69.0 

77.0 

51.5 

55.7 

56.3 

22.8 

17.4 

34.2 

29.0 

32.0 

6.2 

3.7 

11.7 

12.4 

9.0 

2.3 

2.1 

2.6 

2.9 

2.7 

10.2 

8.3 

14.7 

11.1 

11.3 

7.8 

6.8 

11.5 

10.0 

5.7 

12.2 

10.9 

13.7 

4.8 

13.0 

20.3 

18.0 

22.0 

32.6 

25.8 

9.5 

7.4 

14.2 

12.6 

11.4 

7.5 

6.2 

12.0 

15.1 

9.5 

10. A 

9.1 

12.1 

9.7 

9  ;7 

16.5 

15.3 

17.3 

11.2 

21.8 

A. 3 

3.3 

6.4 

12.5 

8.2 

3.0 

2.6 

4.2 

6.4 

3.5 

5.9 

4.6 

6.8 

24.8 

13.7 

11.6 

9.6 

12.9 

14.1 

16.2 

13.9 

10.8 

20.8 

19.6 

19.3 

10.6 

8.9 

16.3 

15.9 

12.6 

16.6 

13.8 

19.4 

30.9 

23.8 

28.6 

25.9 

30.7 

14.1 

33.8 

Table  8 

1979-83  Number  and  Percentage  of  Mothers  With 
Inadequate  Prenatal  Care  by  Race: 
North  Carolina  and  20  Selected  Counties  • 


Residence 

North  Carolina 
Reservation  Counties 
Nonreservatlon  Counties 

Selected  Counties 

Bladen 

Co 1 umbus 

Cumberland 

Forsyth 

Graham 

Guilford 

Halifax 

Harnett 

Hoke 

Jackson 

Mecklenburg 

Moore 

Onslow 

Richmond 

Robeson 

Sampson 

Scotland 

Swain 

Wake 

Warren 


Ame 

rlcan 

Tot 

al 

Whites 

Bl 

acks 

Indians 

No.   Percent 

No. 

Percent 

No. 

Percent 

No. 

Percent 

26,115 

6.2 

10,586 

3.7 

14,590 

11.7 

730 

9.4** 

161 

5.6 

70 

3.3 

2 

5.4 

89 

12.4** 

25,954 

6.2 

10,116 

3.6 

14,588 

11.7 

641 

9.0** 

197 

9.6 

41 

3.9 

155 

15.8 

1 

2.6 

408 

9.8 

98 

4.2 

298 

17.6 

11 

7.9 

1,263 

4.8 

492 

3.1 

673 

7.3 

44 

8.3** 

446 

2.9 

181 

1.7 

256 

5.2 

7 

9.9* 

27 

5.4 

18 

4.0 

0 

0.0 

9 

19.1* 

757 

3.7 

301 

2.2 

436 

6.4 

11 

7.7* 

441 

9.9 

46 

3.1 

379 

13.5 

16 

9.0** 

431 

9.1 

153 

4.7 

272 

20.0 

5 

7.8 

114 

6.6 

14 

2.7 

70 

7.7 

29 

10.0** 

67 

4.5 

34 

2.8 

2 

8.0 

31 

11.0** 

2,329 

7.6 

761 

4.0 

1,526 

13.9 

16 

9.8* 

256 

7.3 

116 

4.9 

137 

12.7 

1 

1.8 

1,287 

8.9 

794 

7.2 

A25 

13.9 

13 

14.9 

277 

8.6 

72 

3.7 

201 

16.5 

3 

9.4 

871 

9.5 

84 

3.8 

393 

14.7 

393 

9.3** 

356 

10.0 

113 

5.7 

238 

16.3 

5 

4.7 

221 

8.5 

56 

4.8 

139 

11.9 

26 

10.2** 

67 

7.7 

18 

3.8 

0 

0.0 

49 

12.7** 

892 

4.3 

330 

2.3 

555 

9.6 

5 

10.6 

78 

6.5 

8 

2.4 

67 

8.3 

3 

6.4 

*Signlf Icantly  higher  than  the  percentage  for  whites,  p<.05. 
**Slgnif Icantly  higher  than  the  percentage  for  whites,  p<.01. 


Table  9 

1979-83  SIDS  Deaths  and  Rates  by  Race*: 
North  Carolina  and  20  Selected  Counties 


Residence 

North  Carolina 
Reservation  Counties 
Nonreservation  Counties 

Selected  Counties 

Bladen 

Columbus 

Cumberland 

Forsyth 

Graham 

Guilford 

Halifax 

Harnett 

Hoke 

Jackson 

Mecklenburg 

Moore 

Onslow 

Richmond 

Robeson 

Sampson 

Scotland 

Swain 

Wake 

Warren 


Amer 

lean 

Total 

Whites 

Blacks 

Indi 

ans 

No. 

Rate 

No. 

Rate 

No. 

Rate 

No. 

Rate 

720 

1.7 

358 

1.3 

331 

2.7 

27 

3.5** 

7 

2.4 

4 

1.9 

0 

0.0 

3 

4.2 

713 

1.7 

354 

1.2 

331 

2.7 

24 

3.4** 

3 

1.5 

0 

0.0 

3 

3.1 

0 

0.0 

15 

3.6 

2 

0.9 

13 

7.7 

0 

0.0 

46 

1.8 

23 

1.5 

18 

2.0 

3 

5.7 

17 

1.1 

6 

0.6 

11 

2.2 

0 

0.0 

I 

2.0 

1 

2.2 

0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

34 

1.7 

18 

1.3 

16 

2.3 

0 

0.0 

13 

2.9 

2 

1.4 

11 

3.9 

0 

0.0 

8 

1.7 

4 

1.2 

4 

2.9 

0 

0.0 

4 

2.3 

1 

1.9 

1 

1.1 

2 

6.9 

5 

3.3 

3 

2.5 

0 

0.0 

2 

7.1 

33 

1.1 

6 

0.3 

24 

2.2 

2 

12.2 

6 

1.7 

1 

0.4 

5 

4.6 

0 

0.0 

21 

1.4 

13 

1.2 

7 

2.3 

0 

0.0 

6 

1.9 

1 

0.5 

4 

3.3 

1 

31.3 

21 

2.3 

0 

0.0 

10 

3.7 

11 

2.6 

5 

1.4 

3 

1.5 

2 

1.4 

0 

0.0 

13 

5.0 

4 

3.4 

6 

5.1 

3 

11.7 

1 

1.1 

0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

1 

2.6 

24 

1.2 

9 

0.6 

15 

2.6 

0 

0.0 

2 

1.7 

0 

0.0 

2 

2.5 

0 

0.0 

*The  rate  is  deaths  per  1,000  live  births,  and  the  year  and  race  apply  to  the 
death  rather  than  the  corresponding  birth. 


** 


Significantly  higher  than  the  rate  for  whites,  p<.01. 


f^ 


Table  10 

Live  Births,  Percentage  Under  2500  Grams, 
Percentage  to  Mothers  with  Risk.  Factor(s),  and 
Percentage  to  Mothers  with  Inadequate  Prenatal  Care 
North  Carolina,  1979-1983 


Year  of  Birth 


Percent 

Change 

Indicator  and  Race 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1979- 

-1983 

Number  of  Births 

Total 

83,782 

84,481 

83,752 

85,908 

83,854 

+0.1 

Whites 

56,480 

57,286 

56,756 

58,149 

57,446 

+  1.7 

Blacks 

25,140 

24,946 

24,756 

25,413 

24,096 

-4.2 

Reservation  Indians 

132 

145 

143 

142 

153 

+15.9 

Nonreservation  Indians 

1,421 

1,425 

1,389 

1,451 

1,404 

-1.2 

Percent  <2500  Grams 

Total 

8.1 

7.9 

7.9 

8.0 

7.9 

-2.5 

Whites 

6.3 

6.1 

6.0 

6.0 

5.9 

-6.3 

(p<.01) 

Blacks 

12.5 

12.2 

12.2 

12.4 

12.4 

-0.8 

Reservation  Indians 

5.3 

6.9 

9.1 

8.5 

8.5 

+60.4 

Nonreservation  Indians 

8.2 

8.3 

8.4 

8.8 

8.0 

-2.4 

Percent  to  Mothers 
With  Risk  Factor(s) 


Total 

53.6 

53.1 

52.4 

52.7 

52.0 

-3.0  (p<.01) 

Whites 

44.6 

43.9 

42.9 

43.4 

42.6 

-4.5  (p<.01) 

Blacks 

73.1 

73.2 

72.9 

72.3 

73.0 

-0.1 

Reservation  Indians 

72.7 

75.2 

79.7 

69.7 

70.6 

-2.9 

Nonreservation  Indians 

69.8 

69.8 

71.3 

67.8 

67.6 

-3.2 

Percent  to  Mothers  with 
Inadequate  Prenatal  Care 


I 

ll 


Total 

6.7 

6.5 

6.2 

5.9 

5.7 

-14.9 

(p<.01) 

Whites 

4.0 

3.9 

3.7 

3.6 

3.3 

-17.5 

(P<.01) 

Blacks 

12.8 

12.3 

11.8 

11.0 

10.9 

-14.8 

(p<.01) 

Reservation  Indians 

10.6 

14.5 

13.3 

12.0 

11.8 

+11.3 

Nonreservation  Indians 

9.4 

9.1 

8.9 

8.1 

9.8 

+4.3 

Table  11 

Fetal  Death  Rates  (Numbers  of  Deaths*)  by  Race  and  Year; 

Four  Birth  Cohorts,  North  Carolina,  1979-1983 


Year  of  Birth 


Total  Births 


1979 


Total 

11.0 

Whites 

8.9 

Blacks 

15.2 

Reservation  Indians* 

(1) 

Nonreservation  Indians* 

(14) 

Births  Under  2500  Grams 

Total 

84.1 

Whites 

80.3 

Blacks 

89.6 

Reservation  Indians* 

(0) 

Nonreservation  Indians* 

(8) 

1980 

10.3 
8.2 

14.5 
(1) 

(21) 


85.1 
81.9 
89.0 

(1) 
(12) 


1981 

10.2 
8.1 

14.2 
(0) 

(10) 


83.5 

81.3 

87.0 

(0) 

(7) 


1982 

9.9 
8.4 

12.7 
(2) 

(16) 


82.7 

86.3 

79.7 

(1) 

(9) 


Percent  Change 

1983 

1979-1983 

9.7 

-11.8  (p<.01) 

7.8 

-12.4  (p<.05) 

13.8 

-9.2 

(1) 

(13) 

81.6 

81.4 

83.2 

(0) 

(7) 


-3.0 
+1.4 
-7.1 


Mothers  Having  1+ 
Risk  Factors 


Total 

Whites 

Blacks 

Reservation  Indians* 

Nonreservation  Indians* 


14.0 

12.5 

13.2 

12.4 

12.0 

-14.3 

11.1 

9.7 

10.9 

10.7 

9.8 

-11.7 

18.1 

16.1 

16.6 

14.8 

15.5 

-14.4 

(2) 

(0) 

(0) 

(2) 

(1) 

(13) 

(18) 

(9) 

(14) 

(10) 

(p<.01) 


Mothers  With  Inadequate 
Prenatal  Care 


Total 

Whites 

Blacks 

Reservation  Indians* 

Nonreservation  Indians* 


21.9 

19.2 

21.2 

17.5 

21.6 

-  1.4 

20.0 

16.3 

17.3 

16.3 

20.0 

0.0 

22.9 

21.5 

24.7 

18.0 

22.7 

-  0.9 

(2) 

(0) 

(0) 

(1) 

(0) 

(3) 

(3) 

(2) 

(4) 

(5) 

*For   Indians,   the  small  numbers  of  deaths  render  rate  comparisons  invalid; 
numbers  of  fetal  deaths  are  shown  in  parentheses. 


thus ,   the 


Table  12 
Neonatal  Death  Rates  (Numbers  of  Deaths*)  by  Race  and  Year: 
Four  Birth  Cohorts,  North  Carolina,  1979-1983 


Year  of  Birth 


Percent  Changf 

Total  Births 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1979-1983 

Total 

10.1 

9.8 

8.7 

9.4 

8.7 

-13.9 

(p<.01) 

Whites 

7.6 

8.1 

6.9 

6.9 

6.8 

-10.5 

Blacks 

15.6 

13.4 

12.5 

15.0 

12.6 

-19.2 

(p<.01) 

Reservation  Indians* 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 

(0) 

(5) 

Nonreservation  Indians* 

(18) 

(22) 

(9) 

(14) 

(17) 

Births  Under  2500  Grams 

' 

Total 

95.8 

94.1 

86.7 

91.2 

83.4 

-12.9 

(P<.05) 

Whites 

88.7 

93.2 

84.9 

83.9 

80.0 

-9.8 

Blacks 

104.2 

93.1 

89.3 

100.5 

85.4 

-18.0 

(P<.05) 

Reservation  Indians* 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(0) 

(4) 

Nonreservation  Indians* 

(14) 

(17) 

(7) 

(10) 

(13) 

Mothers  Having  1+ 

Risk  Factors 

Total 

13.3 

11.6 

11.4 

12.0 

11.4 

-14.3 

(P<.01) 

Whites 

10.5 

9.2 

9.4 

9.0 

9.4 

-10.5 

Blacks 

17.7 

15.2 

14.3 

16.6 

14.2 

-19.8 

Reservation  Indians* 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(0) 

(5) 

Nonreservation  Indians* 

(10) 

(11) 

(7) 

(11) 

(14) 

Mothers  With  Inadequate 

1 

Prenatal  Care 

1 

Total 

16.0 

16.5 

15.9 

20.8 

13.3 

-16.9 

i 

Whites 

16.4 

16.1 

13.8 

19.5 

10.5 

-36.0 

! 

Blacks 

15.3 

17.3 

17.5 

22.6 

14.1 

-  7.8 

Reservation  Indians* 

(0) 

(0) 

(0) 

(0) 

(1) 

Nonreservation  Indians* 

(3) 

(1) 

(3) 

(2) 

(5) 

1 

*For   Indians,   the  small 

numbe 

rs  of  deaths 

render  rate 

compar 

Isons  invalid;   thus,   th| 

numbers  of  neonatal  deaths  are 

shown  in  parentheses. 

Table  13 

Postneonatal  Death  Rates  (Numbers  of  Deaths*)  by  Race  and  Year: 
Four  Birth  Cohorts,  North  Carolina,  1979-1982** 


Year  of 

Birth 

Total  Births 

1979 

1980 

1981 

Total                 ; 

4.6 

4.2 

3.9 

Whites 

3.1 

3.3 

3.2 

Blacks 

7.7 

6.0 

5.4 

Reservation  Indians* 

(2) 

(2) 

-  (0) 

Nonreservation  Indians* 

(12) 

(11) 

(7) 

Births  Under  2500  Grams 

1982 

4.1 
3.3 
5.6 

(3) 
(15) 


Percent    Change 
1979-1982 


-10.9 

+6.5 

-27.3 


(P<.01) 


Total 

Whites 

Blacks 

Reservation  Indians* 

Nonreservation  Indians* 


17.7 

16.8 

17.0 

17.8 

+0.6 

10.6 

14.9 

14.8 

16.1 

+51.9 

26.0 

18.1 

18.6 

19.0 

-26.9 

(0) 

(1) 

(0) 

(2) 

(2) 

(4) 

(3) 

(3) 

Mothers  Having  1+ 
Risk  Factors 


Total  6.5  5.9 

Whites                .  4.3  5.1 

Blacks                 .-  9.0  6.8 

Reservation  Indians*    ^  (2)  (1) 

Nonreservation  Indians*  (11)  (10) 


5.4 
4.8 
6.2 
(0) 
(6) 


5.8 
5.1 
6. A 
(3) 
(11) 


-10.8 
+  18.6 
-28.9  (p<.01) 


Mothers  With  Inadequate 
Prenatal  Care 


Total 

Whites 

Blacks 

Reservation  Indians* 

Nonreservation  Indians* 


11.4 

10.4 

12.3 

12.4 

+  8.8 

5.0 

10.9 

10.6 

12.4 

+148.0  (p<.05) 

15.2 

10.0 

13.6 

12.5 

-17.8 

(0) 

(0) 

(0) 

(1) 

(4) 

(2) 

(1) 

(1) 

*For  Indians,  the  small  numbers  of  deaths  render  rate  comparisons  Invalid;  thus, 
the  numbers  of  postneonatal  deaths  are  shown  in  parentheses. 

**Since  death  files  for  1984  are  not  yet  closed,   postneonatal  deaths  among  the 
1983  birth  cohort  are  incomplete. 


Table  lA 


Infant  Death  Rates  (Numbers  of  Deaths*)  by  Race  and  Year: 
Four  Birth  Cohorts,  North  Carolina,  1979-1982** 


Year  of 

Birth 

1 

Percent  Change 

Total  Births 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1979-1982 

Total 

14.7 

14.0 

12.5 

13.5 

-8.2  (p<.05) 

Whites 

10.7 

11.3 

10.1 

10.2 

-4.7 

Blacks 

23.1 

19.3 

17.8 

20.5 

-11.3  (p<.05) 

Reservation  Indians* 

(3) 

(4) 

(1) 

(3) 

I 

Nonreservation  Indians* 

(30) 

(33) 

(16) 

(29) 

Births  Under  2500  Grams 

Total 

111.8 

109.3 

102.2 

107.3 

-4.0 

Whites 

98.3 

106.7 

98.5 

98.7 

+0.4 

Blacks 

127.4 

109.5 

106.2 

117.6 

-7.7 

Reservation  Indians* 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 

(2) 

Nonreservation  Indians* 

(16) 

(21) 

(10) 

(13) 

Mothers  Having  1+ 

1 

Risk  Factors 

Total 

19.6 

17.4 

16.7 

17.7 

-9.7  (p<.05) 

Whites 

14.8 

14.2 

14.2 

14.0 

-5.4 

Blacks 

26.6 

21.8 

20.4 

22.9 

-13.9  (p<.05) 

Reservation  Indians* 

(3) 

(2) 

(1) 

(3) 

Nonreservation  Indians* 

(21) 

(21) 

(13) 

(22) 

Mothers  With  Inadequate 

Prenatal  Care 

\ 

Total 

27.2 

26.7 

28.0 

32.9 

+21.0 

Whites 

21.2 

26.9 

24.3 

31.7 

+49.5  (p<.05) 

Blacks 

30.3 

27.2 

30.8 

34.8 

+14.9 

Reservation  Indians* 

(0) 

(0) 

(0) 

(1) 

Nonreservation  Indians* 

(7) 

(3) 

(4) 

(3) 

*For  Indians,   the  small  numbers  of  death  render  rate  comparisons  invalid;  thus, 
the  numbers  of  infant  deaths  are  shown  in  parentheses. 

**Since  death   files  for  1984  are  not  yet  closed,   postneonatal  deaths  among   the 
1983  birth  cohort  are  incomplete. 
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